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Claims 1-29 have been reviewed. 



DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 16 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. The Examiner reads these claims as being much to 
broad since a computer-readable medium refers to many different things and these 
claims do not specifically indicate what items would be a part of the computer- 
executable instructions. 

16. A computer-readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing the steps recited in claim 1 . 

23. A computer-readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing the steps recited in claim 17. 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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Art Unit: 3629 

4. Claims 1 , 3,4 and 1 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Swift et al. (US 5768519) and Broomhall et al. (US 6292904). 



As per claim 1, Swift et al. disclose a method of producing a unique modified account 
name based on a requested account name that has been determined to already 
exist(Swift et al., Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67), the method comprising the steps 
of: 

selecting a word element from a list of word elements(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 1 1 , 
Lines 55-67, Col. 12, Lines 1-15); 

combining the word element and the requested account name to produce a modified 
account name(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 1 1 , Lines 1-30); 

comparing the modified account name with a list of existing account names to 
determine whether the modified account name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, 
Lines 1-35); and 

if the modified account name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), 
providing the modified account name to the user for acceptance(Broomhall et al., 
Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Swift et al. fails to disclose providing the modified account name to the user for 
acceptance. 

Broomhall et al. disclose providing the modified account name to the user for 
acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to provide the modified account 
name to the user for acceptance as taught by Broomhall et al. to ensure the user can 
affirm the data and give the system feedback on its accuracy and uniqueness. 

As per claim 3 and 4, Swift et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 1 . 

Swift et al. fail to disclose wherein the word element is an adjective and wherein the 
word element is an affix. 

Broomhall et al. disclose wherein the word element is an adjective and wherein the 
word element is an affix(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 2, Lines 1-10). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to use a word element that is an 
adjective and an affix or a prefix as taught by Broomhall et al. to ensure unique, 
unbiased account name because the computer is selecting word elements uniquely 
from a list and does not make a distinction between grammatical parts of speech from 
parts of speech from word elements since this varies with context in which the word 
appears. A word element on a word list is a word that is out of context and whether the 
word element is an adjective, affix, prefix, suffix, or noun would not affect the 
functionality of the invention. 



As per claim 12, Swift et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 1 , wherein if the 
modified account name is not unique, the steps for producing the unique modified 
account name are repeated for up to a predetermined number of iterations until a 
unique modified account name is produced(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35). 



5. Claims 2, 5,11,13 and 15, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable <?ver Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Polnerow et al. (US 6292904). 

As per claims 2 and 5, Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. disclose a method as recited in 
claim 1. 

And further comprising the step of producing a second modified account name based 
on the requested account name that has been determined to already exist, the second 
modified account name being produced by(Swift et al., Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40- 
67): 

combining the second selected word element with the requested account name to 
produce the second modified account name(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 11, Lines 1-30); 

comparing the second modified account name with the list of existing account names to 
determine whether the second modified account name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, 
Col. 10, Lines 1-35); and 

if the second modified account name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1- 
35), providing the second modified account name to the user for acceptance(Broomhall 
et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

As per claim 15, Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 1 , 
further comprising the steps of combining the requested account name with both an 
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underscore(Swift et al M Abstract, Col. 15, Lines 55-67) and the randomly(Polnerow et 
al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) selected word element to produce a second modified 
account name if the first modified account name is not unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Fig. 
5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67), 

comparing the second modified account name with the list of existing account names to 
determine whether the second modified account name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, 
Col. 11, Lines 1-30), and 

if the second modified account name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1- 
35), providing the second modified account name to the user for acceptance(Broomhall 
et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

As applied to claims 2,5 and 15, Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. fail to disclose 
randomly selecting a second word element from the list of word elements. 

Polnerow et al. disclose randomly selecting a second word element from the list of word 
elements(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. to use a 
word element that is randomly selected from the list of word elements as taught by 
Polnerow et al. to ensure unique, unbiased account name. 

Swift et al. fail to disclose providing the modified account name to the user for 
acceptance. 

Broomhall et al. disclose providing the modified account name to the user for 
acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to provide the modified account 
name to the user for acceptance as taught by Broomhall et al. to ensure the user can 
affirm the data and give the system feedback on its accuracy and uniqueness. 



As per claim 1 1 , Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 1 , 
further comprising the steps of: 

randomly(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) selecting two further word 
elements and combining them to produce a random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, 
Lines 1-20) account name(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 11, Lines 55-67, Col. 12, Lines 1- 
15); 
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comparing the random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name with 
a list of existing account names to determine if the random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, 
Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35); 

if the random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the account name to a user 
for acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Swift et al. fail to disclose random or randomly selecting two further word elements and 
combining them. 

Polnerow et al. disclose random or randomly selecting two further word elements and 
combining them(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. to use 
random or randomly selecting two further word elements and combining them as taught 
by Polnerow et al. to ensure unique, unbiased account name. 

As per claim 13, Swift et al. and Polnerow et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 5. 
Swift et al. further disclose wherein if the second modified account name is not unique, 
the steps for producing the unique second modified account name are repeated for up 
to a predetermined number of iterations until a unique second modified account name is 
produced(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35). 



6. Claims 6, 7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Ramasubramani et al. (US 6,233,577 B1). 



As per claim 6, Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 1. 

Swift et al. fail to disclose further comprising the step of producing a unique 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name based on 
the requested account name(Swift et al. ( Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67), the 
unique seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name 
being produced by: 



Application/Control Number: 09/506,767 
Art Unit: 3629 



Page 7 



combining the requested account name with a numerical seed(Ramasubramani et al. t 
Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) to produce a first seeded(Ramasubramani et al., 
Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 1 1 , Lines 1-30); 

comparing the first seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) 
account name with the list of existing account names to determine whether the first 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35); and 

if the first seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name 
is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the first 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name to the 
user for acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 



As per claim 7, Swift et al. and Ramasubramani et al. disclose a method as recited in 
claim 6, wherein the seed(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) is a 
single digit number, the method further comprises the steps of 

incrementing(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-50) the numerical 
seed(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) by one if the first 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name is not 
unique, 

combining the requested account name with the incremented(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 
10, Lines 1-50) seed(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) to produce 
a second seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account 
name(Swiftet al., Abstract, Col. 11, Lines 1-30), 

comparing the second seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) 
account name with the list of existing account names to determine whether the second 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), and 

if the second seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account 
name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the second 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name to the 
user for acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

As per claim 14, Swift et al. and Ramasubramani et al. disclose a method as recited in 
claim 6, wherein if the first seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60- 
67) account name is not unique, the steps of producing the unique first 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name are 
repeated for up to a predetermined number of iterations until a unique first 
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seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name is 
produced(Swift et al., Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67). 

As per claims 6, 7 and 14, Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. fail to disclose seed or 
seeded. 

Ramasubramani et al. disclose seed or seeded (Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 
10, Lines 60-67). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. to use 
seed or seeded as taught by Ramasubramani et al. to get the benefit of using starter 
computer code to generate unique or random data items. 

7. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Swift et al. and Ramasubramani et al. as applied to claim 6 above, and further in view of 
Pol ne row et al. 

As per claims 8 and 9, Swift et al. and Ramasubramani et al. disclose a method as 
recited in claim 6. 

And Swift et al. and Ramasubramani et al. disclose generating a second multi-digit 
numerical seed(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) if the first 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67)account name is not 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67), 

combining the requested account name with the second numerical 
seed(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) to produce a second 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name(Swift et 
al., Abstract, Col. 11, Lines 1-30), 

comparing the second seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) 
account name with the list of existing account names to determine whether the second 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), and 

if the second seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account 
name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the second 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name to the 
user for acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 
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Swift et al. and Ramasubramani et al. fail to disclose wherein a multi-digit number that is 
randomly generated. 

Polnerow et al. disclose a multi-digit number that is randomly generated (Polnerow et 
al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. and Ramasubramani et al. to a 
multi-digit number that is randomly generated as taught by Polnerow et al. to ensure 
unique, unbiased account names and related computer-generated numbers because 
computers routinely handle both multi-digit and single digit randomly generated 
numbers. 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Swift et 
al. and Polnerow et al. as applied to claim 6 above, and further in view of 
Ramasubramani et al. 

As per claim 10, Swift et al., Ramasubramani et al. and Polnerow et al. disclose a 
method as recited in claim 6. Swift et al. further disclose comprising the steps of 
combining the requested account name with both an underscore(Swift et al., Abstract, 
Col. 15, Lines 55-67) and the numerical seed(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, 
Lines 60-67) to produce a second seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, 
Lines 60-67) account name if the first seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, 
Lines 60-67) account name is not unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 1 1 , Lines 1-30), 

comparing the second seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) 
account name with the list of existing account names to determine whether the second 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), and 

if the second seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account 
name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the second 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name to the 
user for acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Swift et al. fail to disclose seed or seeded. 

Ramasubramani et al. disclose seed or seeded (Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 
10, Lines 60-67). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. and Polnerow et al. to use seed 
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or seeded as taught by Ramasubramani et al. to get the benefit of using starter 
computer code to generate unique or random data items. 



9. Claims 17-18 and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Swift et al., Broomhall et al. and Polnerow et al. 



As per claim 17, Swift et al. disclose a method of producing a unique random(Polnerow 
et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name in response to a request by a 
user(Swift et al., Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67), the method comprising the steps 
of: 

selecting a first word element from a database including a list of word elements(Swift et 
al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 40-67, Col. 11, Lines 55-67, Col. 12, Lines 1-15); 

selecting a second word element from the database(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 
40-67, Col. 11, Lines 55-67, Col. 12, Lines 1-15); 

combining the first and second word elements to produce a random(Polnerow et al., 
Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 11, Lines 1-30); 

comparing the account name with a list of existing account names to determine if the 
account name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35); and 

if the account name is unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the 
account name to the user for acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, 
Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

As per claim 18, Swift et al. and Polnerow et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 
17, wherein the first and second word elements are randomly(Polnerow et al., Abstract, 
Col. 9, Lines 1-20) selected from the database(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 40- 
67). 

As per claim 20, Swift et al. and Polnerow et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 
17, wherein if the random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name is 
not unique, the steps for producing the unique random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, 
Lines 1-20) account name are repeated for up to a predetermined number of iterations 
until a unique modified account name is produced(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 
1-35). 

As per claim 21, Swift et al. and Polnerow et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 
20, wherein if the unique random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account 
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name is produced in fewer than the predetermined number of iterations(Swift et al., 
Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67), the method further includes the steps of: 

selecting further word elements from the database(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 
40-67, Col. 11, Lines 55-67, Col. 12, Lines 1-15); 

combining the further selected word elements to produce a further random(Polnerow et 
al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 11, Lines 1- 
30); 

comparing the further random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account 
name with the list of existing account names to determine whether the further 
random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name is unique(Swift et 
al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35); and 

if the further random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the second modified 
account name to the user for acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, 
Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

As per claim 22, Swift et al. and Polnerow et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 
17, further comprising the steps of combining an underscore between the word 
elements to produce a second random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) 
account name if the first random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account 
name is not unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67), 

comparing the second random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account 
name with the list of existing account names to determine whether the second 
random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name is unique(Swift et 
al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), and 

if the second random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the second 
random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name to the user for 
acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 



As applied to claims 17-18 and 20-22, Swift et al. fail to disclose a random account 
name. 

Polnerow et al. disclose a random account name (Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, 
Lines 1-20). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to use a random account name 
as taught by Polnerow et al. to ensure unique, unbiased account name. 



10. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Swift et 
al. and Polnerow et al. as applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Broomhall et 
al. 

As per claim 19, Swift et al. and Polnerow et al. disclose a method as recited in claim 
17. 

Swift et al. and Polnerow et al. fail to disclose wherein the first word element is an 
adjective and the second word element is a noun. 

Broomhall et al. disclose wherein the first word element is an adjective and the second 
word element is a noun(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 2, Lines 1-10). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to use the first word element is 
an adjective and the second word element is a noun as taught by Broomhall et al. to 
ensure unique, unbiased account name because the computer is selecting word 
elements uniquely from a list and does not make a distinction between grammatical 
parts of speech from word elements since this varies with context in which the word 
appears. A word element on a word list is a word that is out of context and whether the 
word element is an adjective, affix, prefix, suffix, or noun would not affect the 
functionality of the invention. 



11. Claims 24, 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. 



As per claim 24, Swift et al. disclose a computer-readable medium having computer- 
executable components for producing a unique modified account name based on a 
requested account name that has been determined to already exist(Swift et al., 
Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67), comprising: 

a user interface component for receiving an account name request(Broomhall et al., 
Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22); 
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a database component including a list of word elements and a list of existing account 
names(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 40-67, Col. 1 1 , Lines 55-67, Col. 12, Lines 1- 
15); 

a name generating component for selecting word elements from the list of word 
elements and combining the word elements with the requested account name to 
produce modified account names(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 11, Lines 1-30); and 

a search component for comparing the modified account names with a list of existing 
account names to determine whether the modified account names are unique(Swift et 
al., Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67) and, 

if the modified account names are unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), 
providing the modified account names to the user for acceptance(Broomhall et al., 
Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Swift et al. fails to disclose a user interface component for receiving an account name 
request or providing the modified account names to the user for acceptance. 

Broomhall et al. disclose a user interface component for receiving an account name 
request and providing the modified account names to the user for 
acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to use a user interface 
component for receiving an account name request and providing the modified account 
names to the user for acceptance as taught by Broomhall et al. to provide feedback to 
the computer system on the accuracy and uniqueness of the account name. 

As per claims 25 and 26, Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. disclose a computer-readable 
medium as recited in claim 24, wherein the word elements are affixes. 

And Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. disclose a computer-readable medium as recited in 
claim 24, wherein the word elements are adjectives. 

Swift et al. fail to disclose wherein the word elements are adjectives and wherein the 
word element are affixes. 

Broomhall et al. disclose wherein the word element are adjectives and wherein the word 
element are affixes(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 2, Lines 1-10). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to use a word element that is 
are adjectives and wherein the word element are affixes as taught by Broomhall et al. to 
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ensure unique, unbiased account name because the computer is selecting word 
elements uniquely from a list and does not make a distinction between grammatical 
parts of speech from parts of speech from word elements since this varies with context 
in which the word appears. A word element on a word list is a word that is out of context 
and whether the word element is an adjective, affix, prefix, suffix, or noun would not 
affect the functionality of the invention. 



12. Claims 27 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. as applied claim 24 in further view of Polnerow et 
al. 



As per claim 27, Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. disclose a computer-readable medium 
as recited in claim 24, wherein the name generating component randomly(Polnerow et 
al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) selects the word elements from the list of word 
elements(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 11, Lines 55-67, Col. 12, Lines 1-15). 

Swift et al. fail to disclose wherein the word element is randomly selected from the list of 
word elements. 

Polnerow et al. disclose wherein the word element is randomly selected from the list of 
word elements(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to use a word element that is 
randomly selected from the list of word elements as taught by Polnerow et al. to ensure 
unique, unbiased account name. 

As per claim 29, Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. disclose a computer-readable medium 
as recited in claim 24, wherein the name generating component further produces a 
random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name by selecting two 
further word elements and combining them(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 1 1 , Lines 1-30), 

the search component comparing the random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1- 
20) account name with the list of existing account names to determine whether the 
random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name is unique(Swift et 
al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), and 

if the random(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the random(Polnerow et al., 
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Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20) account name to the user for acceptance(Broomhall et al., 
Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. fail to disclose randomly selecting a second word 
element from the list of word elements. 

Polnerow et al. disclose randomly selecting a second word element from the list of word 
elements(Polnerow et al., Abstract, Col. 9, Lines 1-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. to use a 
word element that is randomly selected from the list of word elements as taught by 
Polnerow et al. to ensure unique, unbiased account name. 

Swift et al. fails to disclose providing the modified account name to the user for 
acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Broomhall et al. disclose providing the modified account name to the user for 
acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to provide the modified account 
name to the user for acceptance as taught by Broomhall et al. to ensure the user can 
affirm the data and give the system feedback on its accuracy and uniqueness. 



13. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Swift et 
al. and Broomhall et al. as applied claim 24 in further view of Ramasubramani et al. 



As per claim 28, Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. disclose a computer-readable medium 
as recited in claim 24, wherein the name generating component further produces a 
seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name based on 
the requested account name(Swift et al., Abstract, Fig. 5, Col. 9, Lines 40-67), 

the seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name being 
produced by combining the requested account name(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 11, 
Lines 1-30) with a numerical seed(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60- 
67), 

the search component comparing the seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, 
Lines 60-67) account name with the list of existing account names to determine whether 
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the seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), and 

if the seeded(Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account names is 
unique(Swift et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 1-35), providing the seeded(Ramasubramani 
et al., Abstract, Col. 10, Lines 60-67) account name to the user for 
acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1- 
22)(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Swift et al. fails to disclose providing the modified account names to the user for 
acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Broomhall et al. disclose providing the modified account names to the user for 
acceptance(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22) 
(Broomhall et al., Abstract, Col. 3, Lines 30-67, Col. 4, Lines 1-22). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. to provide the modified account 
names to the user for acceptance as taught by Broomhall et al. to provide feedback to 
the computer system on the accuracy and uniqueness of the account name. 

Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. fail to disclose seed or seeded. 

Ramasubramani et al. disclose seed or seeded (Ramasubramani et al., Abstract, Col. 
10, Lines 60-67). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the method of Swift et al. and Broomhall et al. to use 
seed or seeded as taught by Ramasubramani et al. to get the benefit of using starter 
computer code to generate unique or random data items. 



As per claims 6-10, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 27, and 29 official notice is taken that 
a seed or seeded value to generate numbers or words is an old and well-known 
type of display in the computer art. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to implement Swift 
et al.'s invention with a seed or seeded value to generate numbers or words in 
order to get the benefit of using computer code to automatically generate 
numbers or words faster and more efficiently. 
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Conclusion 



14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 

applicant's disclosure. 

Jalili et al., Remote Procedure Execution. 

Miller et al., Method and System for Accessing A File Using File Names Having 
Different File Name Formats. 

Klots et al., Methodology for Hosting Distributed Objects at A Predetermined Node in A 
Distributed System. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Debra F. Charles whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
4718. The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5 Monday thru Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Weiss can be reached on (703) 308-2702. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 305-7687 
for regular communications and (703) 305-7687 for After Final communications. 

0 Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
1113. 



Debra F. Charles 

Examiner 

Art Unit 3629 
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